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1.0INTRODUCTION

This document serves as th@al Amendment to the July, 200®usatonic River Basin Final
Natural Resources Restoration Plan, Environmental Assessment, and Environmental Impact
Evaluation for Connecticuthe Restoration Plan)The Final Amendmenincorporates public
comments received on the Draft Amendnterthe Restoration Plan. The Fieghendmenwas
prepared by the Natural Resource Trustesponsible formplementing restoration for the
HousatonieCT GE Natural Resource Damage Assessr{igrg. Fish and Wildlife Service
(FWS) of the 2partmentf the Interior, the National Oceanic andospheric Administration
(NOAA) of the Department of Commercd the State of Connecticut, acting by and through
its Department of Energy and Environmental Protection (CT DEE®oductory and
background materigincluding the affected environmeand project eligibility and evaluation
criteria are described in detail iilme Restoration PlafSections 1, 23 and §, and areherein
incorporateddy reference

Thegoal of the Restorationldh and theFinal Amendment is to utilize natural resource d@®es

($7.75 million)to restore injured natural resources and services resulting from the release of
hazardous substancesimarily polychlorinated biphenyls (PCB&)m the GE facility in

Pittsfield, Massachusett®atural resources that were impacted include aquatic organisms and
their habitats in the Housatonic River basin, as well as birds, reptiles and mammals that consume
aguatic organisms. Natural resource services that were impacted include recreatiogehfighin
boating.Restoration efforts are intended to restore, rehabilitate, replace, or acquire the equivalent
of the natural resources and services injured or lost due to the release.

Under the Restoration Plan, the Trustéissributed funds to three eajories of projectsAquatic
Natural Resource$1.7 million), Riparian and Floodplain Natural Resour(®2.8 million)and
Recreational Uses of Natural Resour(&x6 million). Sincethefunds allocated tprojects in

the Aquatic Natural Resources catggwas substantially less th&uimds allocated to the other
resource categoriethe Trustees chose to reseremainingfunds for subsequent awards
Aquatic Natural Resource projectd this time, all of the projects identified in the Restoration
Planhave been funded, with the exception of one of the originally selected aquatic projects
(BlackberryRiver Fish Passage Restoratiomhich was determined to be infeasiblée total
amount of funds remaining for additional restoration is currently $2,283{8is amount
reflects a significant amount of interest earned on the original settlement).

The CT SubCouncil proposesrmdify the RestoratiorPlanby way of thisFinal Amendmento
usethe majorityof the remaining fund® implement additionahquatic mturalresources

projects. Other remaining funds will be reserved for contingencies, oversight, and possibly
future project implementation. By implementing the currently selgutaiécs, the Trustees

seek to increasherestoration of injure@dquaticnatural resources amdore fullycompensate

the public forthe full suite ofinjuries to the environment resulting from the release of hazardous
substances from the GE facility in Pittsfield, Massachuséiseby fulfillingthe goals of the
original Restoration Plan.

The Trusteebaveidentified sevenpreferredalternative aquatic restoratiqmojects(Table 1
Figure ) and three nowpreferred alternatives. ANo Acti ono alternative,
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CERCLA provisions, is included to examine the expected conditadditionalTrusteefunded

aguaticrestoration activities under the NRD settlement with GE are not pursued. The No Action

alternative is the baseline against which other actions can beaosainp

Table 1. Preferred alternative aquatic restoration projects.

Proposed Project Town Cost

1. Power Line Marsh Restoration Housatonic River Milford $55,000

2. Long Beach West Restoration Coastline Stratford $ 40,000

3. Pin Shop Dam Removal Naugatuck River | Watertown $ 700,000

. East Aspetuck New

4. Old Papermill Pond Dam Removal River Milford $ 100,000

5. Housatonic Watershed Habitat Continui; Housatonic River i  Multiple $ 150,000

6. Tingue Dam Fish Passage Naugatuck River | Seymour $672000

7. McKinney NWR, GreaMeadows Unit Coastline Stratford $ 300,000
Total: $2,017000

The Trustees issued the Draft Amendment on February 8, 2013. It was available for public
review and comment through March 25, 2013 (45 days. Trustees published notice of the
availability of the Draft Amendment in tl@onnecticut Post, Danbury News Times, Torrington
Register Citizen, and Waterbury Republicdie Trustees also issued press releases to local and
regional newspapers and cifated notification to interested parties via email. The document
was available for review on the website and at the CT DEEP offices. Additionally the Trustees
held a public meeting in Kent,0@necticuton February 19, 2013

This Final Amendmenincorporates comments receivaduring thegpublic comment periad
Summaries of comments received by the Trust@dsesponses to commerase provided in
Section6.0. After consideration of the comments received and the environmental assessment
prepared irthe Draft Amendment, the FWS, on behalf of the Trustees, has issued a Finding of
No Significant Impact (FONSI) for the selected project alternatives; and the Trustees have
released this Final Amendment to the public. Implementation of the preferrecitiestprojects

is expected to begin immediately.
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Note: The Housatonic Watershed Habitat Continuity project has
no defined site and is not reflected on this map. The target area

includes all 'cold water' tributaries to the Housatonic River mainstem
between the Massachusetts state line and the town of New Milford
(approximately 11 towns).
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20 ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS

2.1 No Action Alternative

Under the No Action alternative, no additional aquatic restoration projects would be
implemented with funds from the Housatonic River NRD settlement with GE. The result would
be to forego ecological benefits associated with restored aquatic resoureasagsewsonomic

and educational benefits associated \iuttherrestoration.

Under the No Action scenario, the Housatonic River watershed would continue to be influenced
by a variety of ongoing ecological stressors, including development, industriakpanse
discharges, agriculturalonpointsource discharges, and other factors. The absence of additional
Trusteefunded restoration activity under the No Action alternative therefore implies lower
environmental quality within the region than if restamatprojects were implemented.

Some of the natural resources andises impacted by the releas#PCBs may recover

naturally. However, this recovery would be slow and may fall short of conditions achieved
through active restoration efforts.

In contast, the recovery of impacted natural resources and services could be expedited with the
implementation of restoration projects.

Although the No Action alternative provides a useful reference point for characterizing the
impact of the other restoratiotiexrnatives, it fails to fulfill the Trusteémandate under
CERCLA and is contrary to the terms of the settlement agreement that was approved by the

court. The damage assessment regul ations sta
amountshabe paid out of the accounteéonly for thos
Pl anéo (43 CFR 11.92(c)). Hence, the CT SubC

program under the terms of the settlement agreement.
2.2 Proposed PreferredAlternative

2.2.1Power Line Marsh Restoration

CT DEEP Wetlands Habitat and Mosquito Management Unit
Requested NRD Funds38,000

Other Contributions: 30,000

NRD Allocation: $5,000

Project Description

Thefocus of theprojectis to create six large pools and interconnected channels to enhance the
wetland habitat ofhe 50acre Power Lindarshin Milford, Connecticu{Figure 2) The goal is

to restore the marsh to a more natural configuration than the current grid of ditetiesestain
from historic efforts to drain the marsh for mosquito controbl®and channels will increase
habitat diversity across the marsh &mad toan increase in invertebrate, fish (primarily
Fundulusspp.), and bird use of the marghnatural formof mosquito control wherebiyundulus

will prey upon mosquito larvas also expectedAdditionally, there willlikely be a decrease in
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norpointsource pollutionastheenhancedvetland will provide water quality benefits such as
increasednterceptionof runoff and transforming/storing ngoint source pollutantdn addition
to pool creation, the dominant vegetation, nonnative invasivenon reedRhragmites
australig, will be controlled under the auspices of a projgetviouslyawarded funding ithe
Restoration Pla@P-33 Wetland Restoration on the Lower Housatonic River

Site Description

The project is locatenh a 5Gacre tidal wetland along the east side of the Housatonic River in
Milford, Connecticut with several state and private owneffie marsh is connectedttoe
Housatonic River by a mamade tidal channel; this tidal creek is effectively phenary channel
of a remnant grid pattern of mosquito ditches. The entire 50 acres is dominatadhgn reed
and is related tarbanization anthcreased levels of storm runoff collecting in the marsh.

e Power Line Marsh , u
Mifford, CT R

Map credad Dacember, 2012 0 1125225 450 875 200

For Informational pUTpeses only. Feet

Figure 2. Power Line Marsh. Milford, CT.



Project Evaluation Summary

Relevance and Applicability

Theconstructegools and tidal channels wiksult in an increase in wildlifiese of the marsia
natural form of mosquito control, aménpointsourcepollution abatement This will further
enhance the expected benefits friti@a existingcommon reea@ontrolprojectthat is to be
implemented in ths arealmplemented together, the two projects will result in greater benefits to
fish and wildlife that utilize the ared@he CT DEEP willquantitatively monitor changes in
vegetation andird usebefore and after project implementation.

Technical Merit

The CT DEERSs recognized as a national leader in the field of tidal marsh restorgltiere is a
high likelihood the project wilenhancd?ower Line MarshSeveraimarsh functionsire likely to
be improvedincluding habitat for wildlife, upland bufferg capacityduring coastal stormand
nonpointsourcepollution abatement Few adverse impacts are expectacautions wilheed
to be undertaken to protect populatoot statdisted salt marsh bulrusandto minimize
temporary impacts to the margbm the creation of the pools

Project Budget

Thecost to create pools and tidal dteas estimated to be $30,00the CT Sub Council has
allocated an addition&25,000to ensure that common reed eradicatithe sitds successful.
These fundsvill supportseveraladditionalyears ofmonitoring andollow up treatment of
residual common reed

Socioeconomic Merit
Project partners include Ducks Unlimited, the City of Milford, and@banecticuiWaterfowlers
Assodgation. The project complemen@onnecti cut é6s tidal wetl and r

protects conseres and restoresdal wetlandghrough the Connecticut Coastal Management
Act. The project will not generate adverse socioeconomic impacts.

Applicantimplementation Capacity

The project teans qualified and has necessary technical and administraxperience for
implementing this projecProjectcommitmentother than NRD fundinave beesecued.

Summary of Findings

The projecwill enhance &0-acretidal marsh adjacent to the Housatonic Riv@verall, the
projectwill provide numerous benefits to aquatic natugaburces akeasonableost to the CT
SubCouncil. Considering the merits of the proposal, the CT SubCouncil allocatea@for
this projectProject plango be approved in advance by the Trusteasst include precautions
for statelisted species known to occur in the area, includalgmarsh bulrush



2.2.2Long Beach West Tidal Marsh Restoration

CT DEEP Wetlands Habitaind Mosquito Management Unit
Requested NRD Funds: $20,000

Other Contributions: $1,200

NRD Allocation: $40,000

Project Description

This project will enhancepreviously implemented restoration efforts at Long Beach West
(Figure 3)by eradicaing nonnativecommon ree@dnd excavatingnarsh surfacgto elevatiors
that will suppat native salt marsh vegetatiancluding Spartina alterniflora S. patens
Distichlis spicataandlva frutescens Additionally, largedebris(e.g.plywood, lumber}hat has
beendemsited athe siteby the tide will be removed to prevent further marsh degradation
caused by shading and smothering.

Site Description

Long Beach West is a 3&cre undeveloped coastal barbeachownedprimarily by the Town

of Stratford, Connecticuirhe project site is situated near Great Meadows, aa¢E®tidal marsh
system, including the open water of Lewis Gut and the marshes on both its barrier beach side and
mainland sideln 2010 and 20113 largescale dune restoration projeeas undertakeaon Long

Beach West and included tdemoltion of all existingcottages and associated structuiés

project wadunded through th€T DEEP, the National FishandWildlife Foundation, and the

FWS. Following the completion of the restoration effedyeral areas ahvasiveplans still

remain on theéidal marshes adjacent to tharrier beach.

Project Budget

This project will, for very little cost, augment largeale dune restoratiaifortsthat hae

already been conducte@ommon reeaontrolwill take place annually for three years in stands
scattered throughm an 8acre area. The marsh surface will be excavateaeeded, to increase
tidal inundatiorand encourage growth oativesalt marskplants. While construction plans

have not yet éen drafted, th€ET DEEP Wetlands Habitat and Mosquito Managenfaogram
whichwill be implementing the project, is experienced in this type of work, and the badget
comparable to similar salt marsh restoration efforts of this.scale

Socioeconomid/erit
This site is open to the public, and the local community has organizedugsanf the area on a
regular basis, including several after the cottage removal was completed. The Town of Stratford

has agreed to supply a dumpster and waive the asbdigposal fees. No negative
socioeconomic impacts are expected.
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Applicant Implementation Capacity

Having successfully implemented common reed control and dune restoration projects for many
years, the CT DEEP Wetlands Habitat and Mosquito Managenmehisldjualified and has the
necessary technical and administrative experience for implementing this project.

e Long Beach West odx
Stratford, CT e

Created Dacamber, 2012. 0 185 380 780 1.170 1,560

For Informational purposes only.
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Figure 3. Long Beach West. Stratford, CT.

Summary of Findings

Given thesignificantlevel of effort and funding already expended to restore this barrier beach
and therelativelylow cost of theproposed salt marsh restoratjomoject, theCT SubCouncil has
allocated the requested $20,0@lus an additional $20,0@6 fund a total ofive years of

common reedontrol. Project plango be approved in advanbg the Trustegsnust include
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precautions for state and federally listed species known to occur in the area, including piping
plover, least tern, beach needle grass and seabeach sandwo

2.2.3Pin ShopPond Dam Removal

The OId Pin Shop, LLC
Requested NRD Funds: $700,000
Other Contributions: $600,000
NRD Allocaton: $700,000

Project Description

The project proposes to remove the Pin Shop PondBigiure 4) The project willeliminate the
potential hazard of a failuranduncontrolledrelease of contaminated sedimdhtill also open
Steele Brook and Wattles @vk fordiadromous fish passagend reslt in regoring a portion of
SteeleBrook from a shallow, sedimefitied pond toa flowing river channel.The project

includes removing the stone masonry spillway and the downstream concrete apron, removing
approximately 15,000 cubic yards of sediment from the pamdiconstruction of a riprapped
channel with fish weirs to allow pasge The exact configuration of the weirs can be adjusted to
maximize the passage of diadromous fiEe projectwill also remove a 4oot-high steel sheet

pile weir located about 0.4 milgpstream from the confluence of Steele Brook and the
NaugatuckRiver and 1.8 miles downstream of the dahiis weir is located on property not
owned by the Old Pin Shop LLC, however, the current property owners have agreed to allow it
to be removed under the auspices of this projestasive species growing on islds in the

pond will be removed and native specias appropriateyill be transplanted to the exposed

areas of the old pond bottom.

Site Description

The Pin ShofPonddam is located in the Oakville section of Watertown, on Steele Brook, a
tributaryof the Naugatuck River, about 900 feet upstream of the corporate limits between
Watertown and Waterburfonnecticut The watershed area of Steele Brook at the dam is about
11.9 square miles.

The dam consists of an earthen embankment with a stone npasenflow spillway located at

the end of the damwith outlet works located to the left of the spillway. The dam is 480 feet

long with a maximum height of 23 feet, and the spillway is 100 feet long with the crest about 20
feet abovestreambed. Below &hspillway,a concrete apron extends approximately 22 feet
downstream. There is a stone masonry training wall at each end of the spillway.

The dam is in poor condition, with inadequate spillway capacityaatekply eroded

embankment slop&he outletgates are inoperatiyvand wertopping could cause dam failure.
Because of the inadequate spillway and potential hazar@,TtiEEEPhas ordered The Old Pin
Shop,LLCt o Aput t he da.,mWithoutaditioralffuading, the avnersiwil n
conply with the order by shoring up the embankment and repairing the dam. The Trustees are
proposing to fund the removal of the dam which is significantly more costly than repais.effor
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Restoration funds will onlpe spent to augment the project above anebbd the level already
required under the dam safety order.

Old Pin Shop Pond Dam .
Watertown, CT W

=

Creatad Decemper, 2012 0 20 180 320 430 £40
For informational purposes onvy O N aaa—— Cect

Figure 4. Old Pin Shop Pond Dam. Watertown, CT.

Project Evaluation Summary

Relevance and Applicability

The dam is located on Steele Brook, 2.3 miles upstream of the confluence viNgwuetuck

River. Currently, seven species of diadromous fish reach the first dam on the Naugatuck
(Kinneytown Dam in Seymour) and are passed through either the Denil fishway or eel pass. The
fish then reach the Tingue Dam near Seymour, which is slateal/&a fishway constructéal
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the near future Tingue Dam is 14 miles downstream of the confluence ofeéSBrebk and the
Naugatuck Riverthere arano damsn between.
Technical Merit

Construction plans and specifications are complete, including contract drawings, sedimentation
and erosion control planaflood contingency plan, and soil scientist repoifbere is an

approved plan for contaminated gsgidimentisposal. Applications forCT DEEP 401 Water
Quiality and 404 Army Corpof EngineergACOE) permits have been submitted and are in final
review stagesAll permits will need to be in hand prior to construction; the Trustees want to
ersure that the potential for amoof the road embankment is minimized in the final designs.

As verified by theCT DEEP Inland Fisheries DivisiaftFD), removal of the dam will make 4.6
miles of stream accessible to diadromous fifmporary impacts to air quality and noise from
congruction equipment can be expected, however these will beteort

Project Budget

Theestimatedcost for breaching the dam and disposing of the sediments BOF108 which is
$700,000ver the cost of fAmaki oftheembakmentt Bréachmy conc
the dam willnot only make it safen perpetuity but will also have the added benefit of making

4.6 miles of streamccessible to diadromous fisffhe Town of Watertown received a Regional
Brownfields Partnership grant to condtioe Environmental Site Assessment, and a Limited

Sediment Quality Investigation has been conducted under contract with the Town and The Old

Pin Shop, LLC.

Socioeconomic Merit

Removal of the dam and restoration of diadromous fish species to a densddyqubpu

community presents an opportunity to engage a large number of resesgoration bthe

river. TheCT DEEPInland Water Resourcéivision and IFDspecifically support dam

removal, and The OId Pin Shop, LLC, has agreed to donate a portlos wdnd property to the
Town of Watertown to be used for ball field expansion and a proposed Steele Brook Greenway.
Use ofconstruction equipment in a highly urbanized area will generateasedraffic,

however his will be temporary.Minimal impactsto historicresources are anticipated, but the
State Historic Preservation Office has been contacted.

Applicant Implementation Capacity

The engineering firm Roald Haestad, Inc., project designer and administrator, has extensive
experience in dam repand modification.The project has the support of the Town of
Watertown which proposes to build the Steele BkoGreenway, and the landownér3he Old

Pin Shop, LL@ who havealready epended approximately $200,008 environmental
assessments, wetland mapping, engineering design and permit applications.
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Summary of Findings

The Old Pin Shop dam removal projectasnmunity supportedvith nearly half of the funds
provided by the dam owner. The projecingplementation oriented and feasible, with
measurable benefits to diadromous fish speciée CT SubCouncil has allocatek¥00,000to
remove the dagpcontingent upomemoval of the downstream weir acompletion of the Tingue
Dam fish passage projedto help ensure the restoration of Steele Brook and the greater
Naugatuck River watershedhet Trusteebavealsoproposed funding the Tingue Dam project
(see Project 6, below).

2.2.40Ild Papemill Pond Dam RemovalFeasibility Study

Ousatonic Fish and Gankgotective Association
Requested NRD Fundsi®0,000

Other Contributions: $695

NRD Allocation: $D0,000

Project Description

This project will fund an Alternatives Analysis évaluateoptions forrestoring the East
Aspetuck Riveand providing fistpassagatthe Old Papermill Pond Daf(figure 5) Final
designs, permit applications and estimates of probable cost will also be préparedly, the
dam blocks passage for trartdother coldwater species anduses largecale downstream
transporiof sand. The dam owner wiss to correct this degradatidmit the best solution is
unclear.The Alternatives Analysis will be used to select and ultimately impid the preferred
alternative. Should fish passage be achieved, the project would recérhetltes of the East
Aspetuck River above the dam to downstream habitat and the HousatonidiRadgeomous
species are not currently present in the East Aspetuck River due to dams onga@hiodhat
lack fish passage. Howevdrijs expected that gaage facilities will be constructadthe future
andthatspecies such as blueback herring, sea lamprey, and American eslentilallybe able
to utilize the East Aspetuck River.

Site Description

Old Papermill Pond Dam is the first dam on the Bagtetuck River, a major tributary of the
Housatonic Rivem New Milford, Connecticut The entire stream is designated by the CT
DEEP as a Cl ass 3 i Wi | dproVideshalitat Mearwddgpepuiaiontof Ar e a
brown trout. The damis located2.9 miles upstream of the Housatonic River. In addition to

being a barrier to fish, this dam has created a chronic problem by accumulating sand and silt,
which has filled the impoundment and greatly redumeathic diversity anduitable trout

habitat. Inthe past, the boards blocking the low level output have been removed one at a time to
gradually lower the water level, and massive amounts of sand havedrespored

downstream, to the detrimenta@dwnstreanmhabitat. This practice is no longer allavand the

sand has continued to accumulate above the ddma.dam is constructexf concrete

comprising a sharprested weir about 12 feet high with a center portion slightly recessed to form
a low flow spillway. Thelow-level outletis controlled bywooden boards. This dam is the first
barrier to fish migration encountered by fish ascending the East Aspetuck River from the

15



Housatonic River. The next full barrier apstream fish migration is a 6ot waterfall
downstream of Lake Waramaug and is 7.Z2milpstream of the dam.

Old Papermill Pond Dam ; g,‘.
New Milford, CT

&

Map created Decamber, 2012, [ 55 110 220 330 440
For Informational purpeses only. O N — et

Figure 5. Old Papermill Pond Dam. New Milford, CT.

Project Evaluation Summary

Relevance and Applicability

The East Aspetuck River is a major tributary of the mainstem Housatonic River and flows
through a portion of thevatershed that is rural and high qualiih terms of aquatic habitatjet

in close proximity to human populations and accessible to diverse Userdabitat in this river
is very good both upstream of the impdorent and downstream of the daat poor within the
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impoundment. Ecological benefits from the removal or modification of the dam irfdbde
passage anidabitat restorationl he EastAspetuckRiveris animportant tributary habitat for
spawning, nursery and thermal refuge for fishhim ilousatonic Any fish passage project at this
dam would reconnect 10.1 miles of the East Aspetuck River (effectively, the entire staeaim)
also reach into thelousatonic River between the Shepaug and Bulls Bridge dams. Additional
benefits include tl reestablishment of upstream populations of freshwater mussels which rely
on hostfish for themovementinddispersabf larval stages of mussesid the enhancement of
populations opiscivorous speciesuch as osprey, heroradotter. The project als

compl ements CT DEEPO6s efforts to restore diad
project was recently prioritized by CT DEERe to itspotential for restoration of diadromous
fish.

Technical Merit

Since the proposed project is to develo@kernatives analysis, technical merit cannot be
assessed at this time.

Project Budget

The estimated budget of $100,000develop an alternatives analysis and final designs is
comparable to expenditures for similar efforts at other project locafotemprehensive
analysis will be prepared, including topographic surveys, sedisaempling(grain size and
contaminants)hydraulic analysesartist renderings, arfthal designsdeveloped by a qualified
engineer.

Socioeconomic Merit

The options that W be developed for consideration will increase safety anessibilityat the
property.This will allow the project sponsdo pursue its mission of educating amdjaging

young people in outdo@porting activities, sound conservation practices, and learning about the
flora, wildlife and sustainable stream management practices that this property can provide. The
clubroutinely holdsmeetings, fly fishing classes aaducatioreventsat apavilionon the

property The added accessibility and safety enhancements wopidvethe use of the

property for children, handicap access fishing and newspansored activitiesThere is

support from several chapters of Trout Unlimited #relNew Milford Boy Scout TroopsNo

adverse socioeconomic impacts are expected.

Applicant Implementation Capacity
Although an engineering firm has not yet been chabemne are a number of qualified firrtieat

have prepared similar analyses in the stite. CT DEERFD hasalsoagreedo provide
technical expertise.
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Summary of Findings

The current project is to fund an Alternatives Analysis to evaluate how to restore fish passage
and river flow in the East Aspetuck Riv&inal plans and permit applications will also be
preparedThis project has the potential to restore a 10.1 mile section of free flowindi2er

miles above the dam and 2.9 miles bela)ch would benefit aguatic species within the East
Aspetuck Riveland the greater Housatonic. There is community support for the project and it is
a priority of the CT DEEP. To initiatestoration of the rivethe CT SubCouncil hadecided to
allocate $100,00@ this project Additional funds maye available for im@mentation should a
suitable alternative be identified.

2.2.5Housatonic Watershed Habiat Continuity in Northwest Connecticut

Housatonic Valley Association
Requested NRD Fundsi®4,408
Other Contributions: 14,000
NRD Allocation: $150,000

Project Description

The project will assesand prioritizeculvert barriers to fish and wildlife passageanldwater
tributaries to the Housatonic River in northwest Connecticut, at state and town road crassings,
well asprivate road crossings owned by Weantinoge Heritage Trust. Assessment will be done
utilizing the Conservation Assessment and Prioritization System (&A€s more detail under
Technical Merit belowfor culverts developed by the University of MassachssgtAmherst,
andtheexpertise of th€€T DEEP IFD. This assessment will facilitate prioritization of culvert
replacement and stream restoration efforts, in order to improve fish and wildlife passage and
provide continuity of habitat for a range of aquatic and terrestrial species.

Site Description

Thepr oj ect 6 s geogr ap hhicadwatea tribytaries tathedHausatonicRivard e s  a |
mainstemocated between the Massachusetts state line arittineof New Milford,

Connecticut (approximatelll towns). This areenay be further refined basegon the number

of culverts, technical put from project partners (e.€;T DEEPIFD andthe Connecticut

Department of Transportation [JOT]), and available resources.

Project Evaluation Summary

Relevance and Applicability

Culvert improvemenwvill enhancehe ecological conditionsf the Housatoie River system by

restoring irstream habitat, increig fish passage, improving water qualitpgiuding water

temperature and oxygen levgland restoring natural water velocities and defths.project

will identifyinst r eam barriers at select road crossing
ecological valueandidentify sites where culvert replacement would yieldgheatesecological

benefits The project will also evaluaszheduledipcomingculvert replacements btheCT
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DOT, municipal Departments of Public Works, and private landowmoerssure that those
replacements adhere to Stream Crossing Guidelines.

Technical Merit

The project proposes to use CAPs a landscape modeling todéveloped by the University of
Massachusett3he CAPstool assesss ecological integrity by applying a suite of metrics to

points in the landscape and integrating this in a weighted linear model developed for the
ecological communityThe result isn index that depicts the relative ecological integrity and
biodiversity value of my point on the landscape. Results willdmipled with stream quality
assessments by the ®EEP IFD as well as culvert replacement schedules to set priorities for
culvet replacement in the Housatonic River watersfduswill ensurethatfuture culvert
replacements will restore the greatest degree of ecological function and fish and wildlife passage
to thesecoldwaterstreams.

Project Budget

The budget provides fataff costs, volunteer training, travel, and equipment, as well as
contracted services with Weantinoge Heritdgestand the University of Massachusetts.
Expenses associated with implementing culvert replaceareekpected to be funded liye
Connecticut Department of Transportateomd local municipalities.

Socioeconomic Merit

The Housatonic Valley AssociatigrlVA) will recruit and train volunteers to assist with

|l ocating and assessing t he cadwaterseregamss The HVAt h e
currently works withthe CT DOT, as well as municipal andgional transportation agencies,
regarding culvert replacement consat@ns in road project planningnd will continue to
coordinate with these agencidso adverseocioeconomic impacts are expected.

Applicant Implementation Capacity

The project team hatemonstratetechnical and administrative experienmplementing similar
projects in the watershed.

Summary of Findings

Considering the high cost of culvert replacemtrd,development & tool capable of assessing
barriers to fish and wildlife passage will be valuable in identifying where replacement will yield
the most ecological benefithe budgets consistat with a similar effort undertaken in
Massachusett&nd, gven the capabilities of thdVA, the expertise of the participating partners,
and the exdgting relationships with the CDOT and municipal and regional transportation
agenciesthe project is likely to ield implementable results. Therefotiee CT SbCouncil has
awarded $150,00 this project.
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2.2.6Tingue DamFish Passage

CT DEEP Bureau of Water Protection and Land Reuse, Planning and Standards Division
Requested RD Funds: $67200

OtherContributions: ¢,750,000

NRD Allocaton: $672000

Project Description

This project proposes to construdiypasschannel arounthe TingueDam (Figure 6)to provide
passage tdiadromous fish on the Naugatuck Riv€ompletion of the projeetill immediately
restore accedsr American shad, blueback herring, alewife and Americatoeg2 miles of
essential habitat f@pawningjuvenile rearingand growthThe reestablishment of these self
sustainindish populations will have many indiceecological benefits such as increased
populations of predatorecludingosprey, bald eagle, striped bass, bluefish, seals, porpoises,
colonial nesting birds, otter, and mjrds well as increased transportation of many mussel
species taupperwatersheds.

Thefish bypass channel around the Tingue Daithbe createdhrough excavation and removal

of fill, and he channel will include habitat features to ensure diadromous fish passage success.
The site will be stabilized and streamside habéatared to promote infiltration of stonwater

by the use of pervious paving and native vegetation landscaping techniquesoridtistction
activities will include monitoring the fishway in two ways: visual observations of fishes actively
migrating up thdishway, and documentation of physical and hydraulic conditions.

Feasibilitystudies, selection of a preferred alternative, final design, and necessary property
easementsgcquisitions and consents are complete. Permits required for the project are dam
safety, floodnanagement, 401 water quality, aamACOE programmatigeneral permit (PGP).
All had been previously issued, but must be renewed or reissued begpuagon dates have
passed. Since the applications and work scope i@t changedignificantly,all permits should

be reissuedOriginal project costs have increased due to refinement of soil contaminant
remediation costs, as well as a detailed breakdown of other project costs and the addition of
contingency funds to the budget.

Site Description

The dam is located in Seymo@onnecticutwhere CT Route 8 crosses the Naugatuck River. It
is a runof-the-river masonry damgpproximately 150 feet longarying in height from 5 to 15
feet,and built on top of an apparent gorge or irregular bedrock outomghe southwestern end
of the dam, there is a §@ot-wide section of natural ledge spillway that varies in elevation (at
maximum, three feet lower than the crest of the stone masoliwagpi Northeast of the

central stone masonry spillway, the crest of the dam turns east adamglaection of exposed
ledge, then continues along af®t-long reinforced concrete wall. East of the wall is an
abandoned factory intake structufEhere is no water use at the site and all stréam spills

over the spillway or an adjacent bedrock ledge. To the south is a town park; to the north is a
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parking lot. The dominant feature is the CT Route 8 highway bridge that spans tladover
spillway. Support piers for the bridge are anchored into bedrock adjacent to the dam.

Tingue Dam v e
Seymour, CT ;

&

Map created Dacamber, 2012, 0 1375 275 550 825 1,100

For Informational purposes only.

Figure 6. Tingue Dam. Seymour, CT.

Project Evaluation Summary

Relevance and Applicability

The Naugatuck River watershed (310 square miles) joins the HousRteerceight miles
upstream from Long Island Sound, near the head of Bassage around the TingDam
complements a series of eight dam removal and fish passage psijeotstheNaugatuck
River from Ansonignear the confluence of the Naugatuck alwdisatonidRivers upstream
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approximately 23 miles to Thomaston, and two on tributariesNEugatuck River, once
dominated by untreated sewage and industrial waste, has undergikesl improvements in
water quality and has become a coldwater fishingraegon inConnecticutReconnecting
remnant runs of diadromous fishes to historical upstream habitatsxtend these
improvementsand foster the restoration of thriving and slktaining population3argeted
fisheries management programs to ensorginued or added value to the Tingue Dam bypass
project include maintenance of the bypass channel and building fish populations.

Technical Merit

Plans to restore the Naugatuck River at the Tingue Dam have been under development for a
number of yearsThe consulting engineering firmf Milone & MacBroom, Inc., which has
considerable hydraulic expertise and experience with rivetiglly performed an alternatives
analysis After years of collaboration and consultatiwith federal, state, and local agges and
other partnerghe consultantompleted detailed site plan drawings and specificatioats
represent the most feasible option for fish passélgese plankave been used JTDEE P 6 s

Il nl and Water Resour ces DiSpecifications fortTogueiDame | op a
Bypass Channel , S €gnstractioarelateGoermits ¢dant safetys flood
management, 401 water quality, and ACOE PGP) that haddsesd for the project have
expired, and an expedited reissuance of thentisipated within 90days of project initiation.

The project is ready for implementatias soon as a contractor is selected and awarded a
contract.

Project Budget

Implementation of the entire project was expected to cost $, 70,000, with $2,500,00n
Federal inds requested and $2,250,@0@ilable as State Match funddpdatel budget figures
provide detailed budget costs, including refined costsdatrolled materials disposdlringing

the total project cost ta$422000, including a 10 percertontingency. The project sponsor has
requested the differentetween these two project coftsm the CT SubCouncil

Socioeconomic Merit

The Naugatuck River is a highlybanized watershed atttere are several distressed

communities in the river corridor in close proximity to the project, including Ansonia, Derby,
Naugatuck, Waterbury and Torrington. The projeititafford greater access and value to

residents for recreation and aesthetich@seeconomically disadvantaged ased he

restoration of diadromous fish populatfis expected to generate letegm increases in

economic activity in tourism and recreation related to fishing, and increases in property values.
Citizen groups and ecomunities along the river have played a key role in driving the Naugatuck
River restoration process and have made additional improvements on their own. River advocacy
groups have conducted river cleanups, fish stocking, revegetation projects, voluneeer wat
gual ity and biological monitoring, and sponso
such as canoeing and kayakif@pe project will provide excellent opportunities for public

outreach and education; the facility will be open to the publisdtirguided tours andhclude
informational kiosks.

22



Applicant Implementation Capacity

The CT DEERasadministrative, legal, informatiaiechnology, and clerical support services

capable of overseeing and implementing the projdueBureau of WateProtection and Land

Reuse, Planning and Standards Division (P8iD)e assisted by thmland Water Resources

Division andstaff fromthe IFD. The sipervisorofte | FDO60s Di adr omilalss Fi s h
be involved. The supervisbias over 30 years ekperience with fish passage and diadromous

fishes and has been involved in the planning of the Tingue Dam Fish Bypass Channel from its
inception.

Summary of Findings

There has been a 2@ar concerted effort to restore the water and habitat qualite of

Naugatuck River, including removal or passage provisions for migratory and diadromous fishes.
Planning for the Tingue Dam bypass project has been in progress for approximately a decade.
This project has been designededfications have been prepdrand expedited resuance of
expired constructiomelated permits is anticipated within 90 daypudject initiation. Given the
implementatiorreadiness of the projecs well as the level of progress made in the saicg

River and watershed, ancethiological and socioeconomienefits to be derived, the CT
SubCouncil has awarded $6@Q0to this project.

2.2.7McKinney NWR, Great MeadowsUnit Marsh Restoration

FWS, NOAA and CT DEEP Wetlands Habitat and Mosquito Management Unit
Requested NR[Funds: $80,000

Other Contributions: 10,000

NRD Allocation: $300,000

Project Description

The project proposes to restore salt marsh commuttitiesvill provide estuarine fisheées
habitat and other ecological functions, as well as enbaegradedvetlard and coastal upland
habitatsat the Great Meadows Unit of tetewart B. McKinney National Wildlife Refuge in
Stratford, ConnecticyFigure 7).Historic deposition of fill directly on the marsh and
construction of berms severely reduced the edcdbgalue of the marsh

The proposal contairsx specificprojecs to be implemented at various sites on the property
Approximately 30 acres of marsh restoration are propé3adticeswill include constructing
tidal channels and removirogris toincrease tidal exchange to degraded salt memsh
freshwater ponded areaspdifying or replacing defunct flapgates to restore tidal exchange,
removing fill from historic marsh habitadnd controlling invasive specie3 heseactivitieswill
result in restoration of low marsh and high marsh, protection of marsh gakdtia stellariy
habitat and populations, protection and enhancement of northern diamondback terrapin
(Malaclemys t. terrapinnesting habitat, restoration or enhancemesatimarsh spaow
(Ammodramusaudacutusand seaside sparroiimodramus maritimyisiabitat, invasive

23



vegetation control, salt marsh mosquito production control, as well as improved public access
and education.

Site Description

The Great Meadows Unit of the StewartNBcKinney National Wildlife RefugéNWR) in

Stratford, ConnecticyFigure 7)is comprised ofi92acres of tlal wetland and upland habitat,
andcontains the largest unditched saltwater high marsh in Connedtigsipart of a750-acre

tidal marshsystem that includes the open water of Lewis Gut and marshes on the barrier beach
mainland sidedt is recognized by thEWS (Atlantic Coast Joint Venture Plan of the North
American Waterfal Management Plgrand the Connecticut Audub@&@ocietyas an impdant

area for migratory birddBA), providing feeding and nestinglitat for over 270 bird species
including songbirds, raptors, shorebirds, waterfowl and wading birdsartimportant wintering
area for the American black duakd diving dicks suctas scaup, common goldenegad
bufflehead Intertidal flats of the Great Meadows Unit are prime feedirggs for wading birds
such aggrets and heronkewis Gut, which channels water into the marsh from Long Island
Sound, contains one of the most preitee shellfish beds in the state and provides breeding and
feeding grounds for several species of finfish.

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Stewart B, McKinney National Wildlife Refuge TE w

Great Mcadows Unit

Location: Straiford, Comnecticut $92 Acres Acguired of £34 Acres Proposed

Figure 7. Great Meadowdnit. Stratford, CT.
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Project Evaluation Summary

Relevance and Applicability

The project practices will furtheegionalhabitat goals and improve habitat for multiple trust

species, as well as restore ecological functions and services, and provide research and monitoring
opportunites.The project is a high priority for the
developing comprehensianservation plarRestoration of the area is supported by the CT

DEEP; other portions of the marsh were successfully restored in 2005 and 2006 through
permitting requirementssued by the Departmefthe currentrestoration effodwill likely be

supported through funds from other Natural Resource Damages Settlésrerigsoject Budget,
below).Finally, the project aress located near Long Beach West, which receatiglerwent a

largescale dune restoration project in 2010 26d1 to demolish cottages and associated

structures and is proposed for additional fundimgulgh implementation of Project 2 (above).
Together, both of these restoration efforts will benefit the larger tidal marstiaickais of

regional and nationalgnificance

Technical Merit

There are a number of opportunities to restore and enhance former and degraded saltmarsh on
portions of theNWR Great Meadows UniProjects were conceived with input from fé&/S

and the CT DEEP Wetland Habitat and MosgManagement Unit, which is nationally

recognized s a leader in marsh restoratidine proposedastoration techniqudsave been used
elsewhere throughout the northeast to successfully restore salt marsh habtte higghly

likely thatthe projecs will achieve thestated objectivesSomeimpactscan be gpected from the

spoil material; however, these will be minimized as much as possiyepdtential

contamination issues witle evaluasted aratldressedSuitable pecautions will be taketo
protectpopulations of statésted marsh pink, northern diamondback terrapin, saltmarsh sparrow
and seaside sparrow

Project Budget

A preliminarybudget has been provided for each of thepsojectalternatives at the site. The
estimatedotal costof theprojects is $1,060,00 is anticipated thaapproximately $700,000
will be availablefrom theLordship Point/Raymarklatural Resource Damage Assasnt and
Restoratiorsettlement fundsA Restoration Plan to identify proposed alternatives for these
funds is expected in mig013.

Socioeconomic Merit
The project site is part of the Stewart B. McKinney National Wildlife Refuge and thus is open to

the public, providing outreach aeducation regaling tidal marsh restoratioiihe proposed
projects are not expected to generate adverse socioeconomic impacts.
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Applicant Implementation Capacity

Project stakeholders include the CT DEEP andiMS, agencies with the capacity and

capability toundertake anchanage thseprojecs. The CT DEEP Wetlands Habitat and

Mosquito Management Uniitas significant experience in tidal marsh restoration and is uniquely
gualifiedto oversee andmplement tleseprojecs.

Summary of Findings

The six project alternatives, which will be implementedapproximately 30 aes of marsh and
upland,represent a thorough and complete approach to marsh restorationrtpémentation
oriented feasible, and will provide numerous measurable benefttdabmarsh and aquatic
natural resource$iroughout theéarger marsh complexThe CT SubCouncil has chosen to
allocate $30,000to these projecs. These funds will likelype combined with moneydm the
Lordship Point/Raymark settlemetotincrease the overall restoration effort

2.3 Alternatives Considered But Not Recommended For Funding

The CT SubCouncil did not allocate funding for several Aquatic Natural Resources projects.
Based on theroject evaluations, theege a variety of reasomisat these projects are not
proposed for fundingncludinglack of connection to the impacted resources of the Housatonic
River, limited ecological benefit, aridnding limitations.

2.3.1 Leeteds I sl and

CT DEEP Wetlands Habitat and Mosquito Management Unit
Requested NRDunds: $350,000

Other Contributions: $72,324

NRD Allocation: $0

Project Description

This project will restore the tidadamemsar sh at
pipe, and replacing the old flappstyle tide gate with a new flap gate that has the ability to be

raised and lowered vertically. Currently, too much water enters this subsided marsh at high tide
when the gate is in its open position and portions of thsimremain saturated, even at low tide.

The new tide gat e wi | {dianeterpipenfindtiens ds a sinallenpipeh t ha't
during the flood tide, but functions to its fullest capacity for low tide drainage.

Site Description

L e et e 0 marsh s & 4@wrd tidal wetland located along the coast in southwestern Guilford,
Connecticut. The property is privately owned, and has been held by the same family, the Leete
family, since colonial times. Until recently, they have farmed the marshlfdrasaSpartina

paten3, but the system has subsided in elevation and is too wet to sustain much vegetation.
Historically, the hay was harvested once per year. The marsh is connected to Island Bay and
Long Island Sound by a manmade channel; this primatigal creek is effectively the backbone
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of the remnant grid pattern of mosquito ditches in the marsh, similar to those found throughout
many of Connecticutdos tidal wetlands. The mou
underground, under Shell Beacbdl and one residential property, and finally empties into

Island Bay. There is also a tide gate in an underground concrete chamber, which acts to drain the
marsh at low tide, and it ®ahis practice of draining thearsh that has caused subsidence of the

marsh surface.

Project Evaluation Summary

Relevance and Applicability

The project is located along the coast, in Guilford, Connecticut, which is, notably, outside the
Housatonic River watershed and removed from any resources injured by the releabe f&Gin
Pittsfield facility. The Leete family has agreed to set aside 15.5 acres of the marsh as
undisturbed, and further, that the new tide gate will be managed for tidal marsh restoration rather
than for salt hay production. However, there is the piaiethat salt hay operations could be
resumed in the future, if the salt hay were to becorestablished at harvestable levels.

Technical Merit

Design plans and construction methodology have been prepared to repair the leaky pipe and
replace the old tide gaté&researchers from Yale Univershqve installed nine permanent
Sediment Elevation Tables to get baseline data on marsh elevation sndacschk longterm
changes, including how the marsh surface responds to the new tidal regime.

Project Budget

Based on the engi neer i ngsafeiappminsgtely $00j0frahe e, c o n
necessary repairs.

Socioeconomic Merit

Althoughthe property is privately owned and there will be no community involvement, there is
support for the project from the family and partnerships with Yale University and through the CT
Corporate Wetlands Restoration Partnership.

Applicant Implementation Cagity

Having many years of successful marsh restoration experience, the CT DEEP Wetland Habitat
and Mosquito Management Unit is qualified and capable of implementing this project and the

firm Fuss and OO6Neil |, | ncrenohados. extensi ve exp

Summary of Findings

While renovations to the tide gate are likely to restore the marsh tesustdining ecosystem,
the site is outside the Housatonic River watershed and would provide very limited benefits to
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river-related natural resougs. Additionally, if conditions allow for salt hay production, the
potential exists for the family to receive financial profit from theéaedion project. Based on
these factors the CT SubCouncil has decided this project should not receive NRD funding.

2.3.2Heminway Pondi Steele Brook Pond Dam Removal

Town of Watertown

Requested NRD Funds: $700,00$1,100,000
Other Contributions: $211,000

NRD Allocation: $0

ProjectDescription

The project proposes a full removal of the Heminway Pond Dam, which has been owned by the
Town of Watertown, Connecticut since 2007. Currently, the dam restricts fish passage in Steele
Brook, impounds a pond with increased water temperatunegsigh bacteria levels due to high
geese populations, and encourages deposition of iron precipitate in the stream channel just
downstream of the dam. A dam removal Feasibility Analysis has been completed with the goals
of water quality improvements iHeminway Pond and Steele Brook, fish passage improvements
through the dam and pond area, removal of the liability of an aged dam from the Town of
Watertown, and, incorporation into a larger Town greenway project. The Feasibility Analysis
evaluated four &rnatives and, to address the identified project goals, recommended the full
removal of the spillway, including elimination of the pond and creation of a new
channel/floodplain system in the pond area.

Site Description

Heminway Pond is an impoundmemt Steele Brook, just upstream of Echo Lake Road and
adjacent to Deland Field and Heminway Park School, in the Town of Watertown, CT.
Significant amounts of sediment have entered the pond area and settled behind the dam and
within the impoundment; it is sflow with maximum depths of about four feet. The backwater
area of the pond is approximately 5.5 acres in size, while the pond, dam and associated upland
area total approximately 14.5 acres, and is seen as a potential site for future active and passive
recreation.

Portions of Steele Brook have been(devetoped he CT
pursuant to Section 305 (b) of the Clean Water 8icige 2002. In the area directly downstream

of Heminway Pond, the water quality does not nstgtiewater quality standards. Between the

dam and Echo Lake Road, there is a major local impact to water quality through iron precipitate
settlement during low flow periods; there has been concern in this area due to orange
discoloration of the water, turbigti and loss of habitat caused by flocculation. The full removal

of the spillway has been identified as a solution to improving the water quality and therefore
improving habitat in the area downstream of Heminway Pond.
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Project Evaluation Summary

Relevance and Applicability

The dam is located on Steele Brook in the Town of Watertown, CT. There are a number of fish
species in the Brook, including stocked brown trout, however temperatures in this downstream
section of the watershed are warmer than in the less developed mpstese, partially due to
ponding of water behind the dams, diminished riparian vegetation, and runoff from impervious
surfaces, all of which contribute to the decline in species richness for these downstream areas.
Removal of the spillway would allow theealthier stream community currently found upstream

of the dam influence to extend downward to Heminway Pond area.

Technical Merit

Full removal has been determined as the recommended action, and design plans are expected to
be completed in 2012. Altligh there would be loss of open water, removal of the dam would
result in the additionf emergent wetlands as well as a functioning floodplain wetland

throughout the stream system, additional fish passage and cool water stream habitat, as well as
wildlife habitat. Sediment transport would occur more naturally and the increased flow within

the channel may aid in decreasing the amount of iron precipitate that accumulates between the
dam and Echo Lake Road.

Project Budget

Although design plans are not yetmplete, an anticipated detadl project budget of $1,100,000
has been provided, with the qualificatittrat a large percentage of the estimated cost is for the
removal of material ofkite; by using all of the material ite, the cost estimate canieeluced

to $700,00. The amountsareasonablestimatefor a project of this type.

SocioEconomic Merit

The Town of Watertown is committed to significant improvements within the Steele Brook
watershed. Dam removal would improve recreational fishidgoaovide an excellent

opportunity to educate the community and other visitors about the importance of stream systems
and habitat. The Town has partnered with many agencies, incihifi§i DEEP, the U.S.
Department of Agriculture, the Natural ResourCesmservation Service, the Watertown Fire
District, the Watertown Land Trust, the Council of Governments of the Central Naugatuck
Valley, the Siemon Company (previous owners of the property), American Rivers, and the
National Park Service. A Steele Brookiisory Committee has been established to address a
broad range of issues within the watershed, and there has been significant public support on a
number of ongoing initiatives within the watershed. The Watertown Town Council has
supported Steele Brookifiatives with inkind services through the Department of Public

Works, as well as with financial support to Aeaderal cost sharing requirementonnecticut

State Archeologist Nicholas Bellantoni, Ph.D., visited the site and requested that prior to
corstruction activities, the wall should be photo documented to conserve in photo format the
historic value of the rockned channel and mortared stone wall.
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Applicant Implementation Capacity

The Town is committed tandertakingsignificant improvementwithin the Steele Brook

watershed, particularly the removal of the Heminway Pond dam, and has demonstrated an ability
to successfully partner with other agencies and organizations. A detailed project design is
expected to be completén 2012.

Summary oFindings

The Heminway Pond dam is locatedstrpam of the Pin Shop Pond dam. Aish passage
benefits to be gained by removal of theminway Pond darcannot be realed withoutprior
removal of the Pin Shop Pond da@iven the combined expense of both projects and limited
funding available, the CT SubCouncil has decitbegrioritize the Pin Shop Pond dam d@od
withhold funds for the Heminway Pongroject. The Trustees have prioritized removal of dams
farther downgeam in the watershed.

2.3.3Eel Project

Sponsor: Housatonic Environmental Action League (HEAL) and Housatonic River
Initiative

Reguested NRD Funds: $1,000,000

Other Contributions: Matching funds should lower above cost

NRD Allocation: $0

ProjectDescription

Since the midl980s, there has been a drop in the eadd numbers of aduAmericaneels.
The cause of the decline is poorly understood, and although thengdasiecline is unlikely a
consequence of PCB contamination, the effects of9@Beel populations in the Housatonic
watershed are largely unknown.

The sponsors propose to analyze archived eel samples to determine recruitment, growth, and
production on the Housatonic River. Their proposed work evaluates whether chemicals (i.e.,
PCBs) in female eels are sufficiently concentrated to cause toxicity to their offspring, and to
assess the potential consequences on annual variatiamivers of migrants, timing of the
migration, and environmental cues. They also propose to estimamthat of habitat required

to support the production of one silver eel, although the methods for such assessment are not
fully described.

The sponsors are proposing to conduct a feasibility study to determine which Housatonic
tributaries (and their inlangatercourses), from Long Island Sound to the Massachusetts border,
possess the most advantageous conditions (e.g., habitat, water quality, ability to exit) for eel
reintroduction. If a tributary presents to be ideal and is obstructed to eel passag®ladike

to further investigate the possibility of eel passage devices and/or dam breaching.

Lastly, the sponsors will identify sites to install interpretive eel displays.
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Site Description

The area of interest includes the entire Housatonic River watershed through the current area of
eel migration.

Project Evaluation Summary

The status of American eel in the Housatonic River basin is fairly well understood (Steve

Gephard, CT DEEP). Eetse able to surmount the one mainstem dam (Derby Dam) and several
tributary dams downstream of the Stevenson Dam, although in many casatesigriied eel

passes would expedite the migration. Few, if any, eels are able to surmount either the Stevenson

or Shepaug dams, as both are tall (approximately 100 feet high) concrete structures managed so

as to minimize periods of spill. As eels require a wetted surface to use adhesion to scale a

concrete surface, the extended periods edpibh create an effectivlarrier to juvenile eel

passage. The CT DEEP and the FWS have made arrangements through the Federal Energy
Regul atory Commi ssion and the CT DEEPG6s 401 W
provided at these two dampsondspeifichiracdtablebgythe t he Bu
dam owner. A functioning interim eel pass is already in place at the Stevenson Dam. ltis

assumed that with these facilities in place, eels will begin-tml@ize the mainstem

Housatonic River and spread out into thieutaries from there. Many of the tributary dams are

small and stonéaced and therefore eels will be able to surmount them once they have access to

the dams. Other tributary dams may need eel passes but will have to be assessed by experts to
make thatletermination. The CT DEEP IFD will be making these dgniam assessments,

beginning with the downstream tributaries and moving upstream.

The CT DEEP and the CT Department of Public Health have already sampled for PCBs, and
those levels ofontaminants are already known. Although knowledge of the impact to eels from
PCB releases is valuable, such research is better funded by granting agencies interested in
toxicology and risk assessment, not one attempting to enhance restoration.

Relevanceand Applicability

As above, the feasibility study for eel passage is unnecessary and the PCB impacts ¢étoeels
broad for the funding available from the Trustees.

Technical Merit

We agree that an understanding of PCB impacts to eels is valoabi¥ee do not believe our
funding is appropriate for that purpose.

Project Budget

The estimated budget of $1,000,000 is currently too vague to fully evaluate.
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SocioEconomic Merit

There has been little provided by the sponsors to enhance ourekiyandf the potential
economic benefits of the proposed project.

Applicant Implementation Capacity

The research component of the proposal is costly and does not result in direct restoration of eels
to the upper portion of the river. The sponsors plepose to investigate the potential for

installing eel passage devices. This effort is already being made by the CT DEEP. Finally, it is
unclear whether installation of eel passage structures is included in the project budget.

Summary of Findings

The Trusteesleclineto fund this proposallhe project igprimarily research oriented and
duplicates efforts already being undertaken by CT D&ldPis not directly related to the
restoration, replacement or acquisition of injured resoufides cost oftie project is very high
($1,000,000), and it provides limited, indirect benefits to American eels.

3.0 POTENTIAL IMPACTS OFALTERNATIVES

Both NEPA and CEPA require that the Trustees evaluate the potential impacts of their proposed
actions. The Trustees evaluated egmoposedestoration alternative with respect to its potential

to impact, either adversely or beneficially, the natural and socioeconomic environments of the
project area Anticipated impactsire shown in Tabl2. Further exmnation is given below for

the potential consequences that are ligiecthble 2a s ot her t Wan @ANo | mpact
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Table 2. PotentidEnvironmental and Socioeconomic Consequences of Alternatives

. P 27 Long Beach P 3-Pin P41 O P 57 Housatonic P61 .
No P. L1 Power West Tidal Shop Pond Papermill Pond Watershed Habitat Tingue P 7- McKinney NWR.’
: Line Marsh T . Great Meadows Unit
Action Restoration Marsh Dam Dam Removal Continuity in NW Dam Fish Marsh Restoration
Restoration Removal Feasibility Study CT Passage
Environmental Consequences:
Consistency with Project sites not yet
- NI NI NI NI NI . NI NI
Land Use Policies delineated
Surface Water Project sites not yet
NI + NI + Not yet assessable ject y NI NI
Resources delineated
Groundwater Project sites not yet
NI NI NI NI Not yet assessable Ject y NI NI
Resource$ delineated
Flood H q NI NI NI + Not vet bl Project sites not yet NI +
ood Hazards ot yet assessable delineated
Biological NT + + + N Pl’OjeCt.SIteS not yet N .
Resources delineated
Landscape NI NI NI NI Not yet assessable NI NI NI
Air Quality NI NI NI - Not yet assessable - - NI
Noise NI NI NI - Not yet assessable - - NI
Solid Waste and ; i
Project sites not yet
Hazardous NI NI NI - Not yet assessable ) . y - Unknown
. delineated
Materials
SocioEconomic Consequences:
- Ty -
EnV|.ronmentaI NI NI NI NI NI rOJect.snes not yet + NI
Justice delineated
Community . .
Facilities and NI + NI + + PrOJeCt_SIteS not yet + NI
. delineated
Services
Aesthetic/Visual Project sites not yet
NI + + + NI . NI +
Resource Impacts delineated
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Public Utilities

. NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI
and Services
Cultural NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI
Resources
Traff!c and NI NI NI i NI PI’OjeCt.SIteS not yet i NI
Parking delineated

- Keyto Table: NI: indicates project will have no impact, + indicates project will have a positive imipdatates project will have an adverse impact
- No projects fall within a designated Aquifer Protection Area.
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3.1 Power Line Marsh Restoration

Environmental conseguences

Beneficial consequencésTheenhancedvetland will improve water quality through
pollution abatementThe abundance and diversityiovertebrats, fish, and bircis

expected to increase

Adverse consequenced he project will be conducted outside of the bird nesting season
in order to avoid potential disturbance to nesting birds. Additionally, a search of the
NDDB indicates thastatelisted salt marsh bulrush occurs in the aféantswill need to

be identified and protected during project implementation.

Socioeconomic consequences

Beneficial consequencésThe additional pools, in conjunction with the common reed
removal project, will further restore the area to a more nagesthetic quality and, if
future common reedontrol is implemented under this project, the reduced fire risk will
ease the burden on local fire departments.

Adverse consequenced here are no anticipated adverse socioeconomic impacts.

3.2 Long Beach WesRestoration

Environmental consequences

Beneficial consequencésiildlife will benefit from the removal of nonnative vegetation
which has limited habitat valudn particular, a NDDB search indicates that piping
plovers and least terns are known ¢ocur in the area; remng common reed will
enhancdoragingand nesting habitat for these rare shorebirds.

Adverse consequenceésn order to avoid impacts to sensitive spediesnsed pesticide
applicators will carefully coordinate the timing angbgation of herbicides Beach

needle grasstate endangered reported on the site; this must be located and avoided
through careful herbicide application during project implementation. Ipswich sparrow
and seabeach sandw(state special concerhgve been reported in étvicinity; a survey
of the project area for these species and appropriate precautions should be undertaken
prior to project implementation.

Socioeconomic conseguences

Beneficial consequencésThe area will be restored to a mor&ural state, allowing
regrowth of native vegetation and improving the aesthetic qualitye barrier beach and

salt marsh
Adverse consequencéd here are no adverse socioeconomic impacts.
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3.3Pin Shop Dam Removal

Environmental consequences

Beneficial consequencésRemoving the dam will eliminate tloeirrentpotential

flooding hazard should the dam overtdighe project will also result in disposal of
contaminated sediments, effectively removing them from contact with biological
receptors. Bstoration of riverine flows is likely to increase oxygen content of the water
and to decrease the temperature of the water, both improving the water quality of the
Brook. Removal of the dam will allow instream migration of resi@eptaticspecies as
well as migration of diadromous fish once the Tingue Dam is passable.

Adverse consequenced hereareapproximately 15,000 cubic yards of contaminated
sediment to be removed create the new channel through the old porftese materials
will be disposeaf in thesouthwestern corner of the pomdpped, covered and seeded,
in accordance with @T DEEPapproved plan Temporary impacts to air quality and
noise from construction equipment can be expected, however these will biveiaort

Socioeconomic aisequences

Beneficial consequencésThe project is expected to have aipige impact on public
safetyby removing a unsafedam This will also improve the aesthetic quality of the
area for the enjoyment of the commuratyd provide an opportunity for public
educationAdditionally, the creation of a public greenway and park will provide
recreational benefits to the community.

Adverse consequenced®ringing construction equipment into an urbanizezhas likely
to geneate shorterm trafficdisruptions

3.40Id Papermill Pond Dam Removal Feasibility Study

Environmental consequences

Beneficial consequencésAlthough strictly an alternatives analysis at this point, it is the
first step in implementing a project that will result in the removal bérrier tanigratory

fish and improve water quality.

Adverse consequenced here are nodverse consequencassaiated with preparing an
alternatives analysis. Consequences associated with implementation of alternatives will
be assessed throutie applications folocal, state and federpermit, as needed

Socioeconomic consequences

Beneficial consequencésEvaluating restoration options for the East Aspetuck River
contributes to furtheringthel a n d o wnisson @f sutreachndeducatiorrelated to
outdoor sporting activities anthtural resourceonservation.

Adverse cosequences There are no adverse socioeconomic consequences anticipated.
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3.5Housatonic Watershed Habitat Continuity in NW CT

Until the analysis portion of the project is complete and sites have been prioritized, the
environmental and socioeconomic impacts cabedully assessed. If funding is utilized to

replace any culverts, it is likely that there will be temporary impacts to air quality and noise from
equipment utilized, however these will be sHored. Impacts associated with project
implementation willbe assessed througpplications for local, state and federal permits, as
needed.

3.6 Tingue DamFish Passage

Environmental consequences

Beneficial consequencésConstruction of the bypass channel will provide passage for a
number of diadromous fish specesdrestoe access to 32 miles of habitiove the
Tingue Dam. This projecomplemerd other dam removal and fish passage projects on
the Naugtuck River.Additionally, contaminated soils will be removed from the site and
will no longer potentially affect aquatic and terrestrial organisms.

Adverse consequencesConstructiorrelated mpacts to air quality and noise should be
anticipated during constructiphowever, these will be teporary

Socioeconomic conseguences

Beneficial consequencésThe project is located in and near distressed communities and
would restore natural resources that will then be accessiblemdeng of these
communitiesTheproject has an outreach and education component and will provide
additional recreation opportunities as well

Adverse consequencesNegative impaafrom constructiorrelated traffic should be
expected, however, these will be temporary and sivexd.

3.7 McKinney NWR, Great Meadows Unit Marsh Restoration

Environmental consequences

Beneficial consequencédMarsh restoration will improve ecological functions and
habitat quality for wildlife, includingtatelisted species known to occur on the §gy.
saltmarsh and seaside sparrow, northern hareenyvell as reduce mosquito proetian

and the occurrence of noative invasive species.

Adverse consequencesStatelistedsalt marsh pink populations will need to be
identified and protected befproject implementation. Additionally, the project will
need to be conducted outside of the bird nesting season to prevent disturlstaiee to
listed bird species potentially at the si#gny contaminated soil issues that may arise will
need to be addssed
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Socioeconomic consequences

- Beneficial consequencésThe varied project practices will return the area to a more
natural aesthetic state and provide outreach and education opportunities for the public.
- Adverse consequenced here are no advee socioeconomic impacts.

3.8 Cumulative Impacts of the Preferred Alternative

A "cumulative impact" is defined in the NEPA regulations (40 CFR 1508.7) as the impact on the
environment which results from the incremental impact of the Preferred Alternative when added
to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actgarslless of what agency

(federal or norfederal) or person undertakes such other actions. Cumulative impacts can result
from a series of individually minor actions that collectively have a signifigféattt over time.

The past activities at the G&gcility in Pittsfield, Massachusetts resulted in the widespread PCB
contamination in the Housatonic River. Normal development and human infrastructure (e.g.,
dams, water diversions, and floodplain infringement) have also placed a burden on the
HousatonidRiver ecosystem.

Extensive remediation efforts have taken place within and adjacent to the most contaminated
segments of the Housatonic River in Massachusetts. ThéhvironmentalProtectionAgency
continues to work with GE to develop remedial actgtfor contaminated areas yet

addressedn Connecticut, watershed organizations, land trusts, and environmental groups
continue to seek opportunities to improve the habitat in the Housatonic River basin. Stream
stocking, land preservation, dam remo\add fish habitat improvements have been implemented
in an effort to enhance and restore the habitat function in the river and its tributaries.

Numerous ongoing efforts are underway to improve ecological habitat, riparian function, and
recreationm theHousatonic River mainsteras well as its tributaries. The cumulative impact of
the Preferred Alternatives presented in this amendment will be positive. Additional aquatic
restoration projects, combined with ongoing aquatic restoration, riparian anddioo@&nd
recreational resource restoration projects withanHousatonic River watershew)l improve,
enhance, and protect the natural environment and will have individual as well as cumulative
positive impacts. No negative cumulative impacts have loestified.

4.0 DOCUMENT PREPARERS
The following agencies and individuals have preparedrinial Amendment.

Sponsoring Agencies: Rick Jacobson, Robin Adamcewicz
Connecticut Department &nergy andeEnvironmental Protection
79 Elm Street
Hartford, CT 06106

Molly Sperduto
U.S. Department of the Interior
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Fish and Wildlife Service
70 Commercial Street, Suite 300
Concord, NH 03301

Ken Finkelstein, PhD

U.S. Department of Commerce

National Oceanic and Atmospie Administration
1 Congress Street

Boston, MA 02114

5.0 AGENCIES, ORGANIZATIONS, AND PARTIES CONSULTED FOR
INFORMATION

In addition to the parties that submitted restoration project proposals, the CT SubCouncil
consulted the following agencies, organizations, and parties for information during the
preparation of this document.

Connecticut Department &nergy andenvirormental Protection
Bureau of Natural Resources, Wildlife Division
Bureau of Natural Resources, Inland Fisheries Division
Bureau of Water Protection and Land Reuse, Inland Water Resources Division
Bureau of Materials and Waste Management, Remediation Divisio
Bureau of Water Protection and Land Reuse, Inland Water Resources Division

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
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6.0PUBLIC COMMENTS AND TRUSTEE RESPONSES

This section summarizes the public comments recawetie Draft Amendment and provides
the Trusteesd responses to those comment s.
was held from February 8, 2013 through March 25, 2013 (45 days). The period was extended
from 30 days to 45 days in responsa t@quest from the public for additional time for

reviewing the documenA Public Scoping Notice was published on July 16, 2013, and
additional comments period were accepted until August 16, 2RJRiblic meeting was held on
the Draft Amendment in Kent, Connecticut, on February 19, 2013, wipiedgle in attendance.
Four comments were made at the public meeting. In add#@wenwritten comments were
received during the public comment period.

Comments were provided lpyivate citizens and representatives of various organizations and

agencies with an interest in the Housatonic River Basin NRD Draft Amendment (Table 3).
Copies of original comments are provided in Appendix D.

Table 3. List of commenters on theHousatonic River BasinNRD Draft Amendment

Oral comments

Judy Herkimer, Housatonic Environmental Action League

e Question: Why was the Blackberry River dam removal project abandoned?
Response: The project was abandoned dugnsurmountable feasibility issues with
implementation.

e Question: What will be done with unused money on projects that come in under budg

are on hold, like the handicapped fishing access platform?
Response:Regarding the handicappadcessible fisimg platform, the project sponsors a
in the process of proposing an alternative site, which the Trustees will support as long
proposed site is suitable. If an appropriate alternative cannot be found, the money wil
reallocated.

e Question: Why wastherean overage on one of the fish passage projects (Furnace Bro
Response: The original cost estimates were based on a conceptual design. Upon furt
investigation and the development of a construction design, it became clear that the c
construction were substantially greater than previously estimated.

e Question: Will the public comment period be lengthened beyond 30 days?

Response: The comment periodias extendeffom 30 to 45 days to allow the public mort
time to review the document.

Written comments

Individuals
William Cirillo, Derby CT
David Liedlich, Southbury, CT
Chris Way, Middlebury CT
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Bill Harrison, Ousatonic Fish and Game
Jack Jurkowski, Milford, CT

Municipalities
Town of Watertown, Town Manager

Conservation groups
Trout Unlimited
State Agencies
State of Connecticut Department of Public Health

Overall, the comments fell into two categories:

1. General comments on the Draft Amendment.
2. Comments specific to individual projects.

The Housatonic River Basin Trustessknowledge and thank all individuals, organizations, and
agencies who took the time to attend the public meeting and/or provide comments on the Draft
Amendment. Additional opportunities for public involvement as projects are planned and
implemented will le provided on the Housatonic River Basin Natural Resources Restoration
Plan websitewww.ct.gov/deep/naturalresourgeand the Trustees hope that the public will
continue to stay engaged with tipiocess.

6.1 General Comments on the Draft Amendment

General Comment #1:0ne comment was received from a private citizen expressing support for
all projects aimed at restoring the ability of anadromous and catadromous fish to utilize the
Housatonic Riveand its tributaries. The commenter questioned if the feasibility of fish passage
facilities for the Derby, Stevenson and Shepaug dams have been reviewed.
ResponseThe Trustees appreciate the expressed support and noted the following
regarding the DerhyStevenson and Shepaug danige $tevenson and Shepaug dams are
part of the Housatonic Hydroelectric Project, operated under a licensé& éaenal
Energy Regulatory CommissioRERC), and the order issuing this license requires that
fish passage be primed at both locations.
The Derby Dam is not part of the Northeast Utilities/FirstLight hydropower license; it is
owned and operated by MacCallum, and operates as a separate and distincCEleeyity.
do not hold a FERC License, but rather are regultedigh license exemptiorA
distinguishing feature is that a license is valid for a specific period of time (typically 30 to
40 years) whereas an exemption does not exdifieile fish passage may be included as
a requirement in both a license and amepon,the Derby project exemption does not
currently include a fish passage provisiohhe agencies have been collaborating with
the project owner for several years to develop passage, and if no solution is forthcoming,
the agencies are prepared tatp@t the FERC to address the passage requirement
through a reopening of the exemption.
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General Comment #2:Trout Unlimited thanked the Trustees for providing the NRD draft
project |ist and noted that At heifyadddiondl sound |
proposals would be accepted in the future.

ResponseThe Trustees thanked Trout Unlimited for their comment and noted that, at

this time, they do not anticipate accepting additional propo3dis.Trustees have tried

to allocate the fundi® a manner that allows for flexibility for unforeseen expenses and

for assistance with implementation on those projects currently funding alternatives

analyses, etcThe Trustees recommend periodically checking the weHsitesatonic

River Basin Natural Resources Restoration Fianany future information.

6.2 Comments on Specific Projects

Several comments specific to the proposed restorptigacts were received during the public
review process. Comments and Trustee responses to each comment are outlined below. The
comments are organized by proposed restoration project, as numbered in the Draft Amendment.
Not all projects received comments.

6.2.1 Comments on the Pin Shop Pond Dam Removal (Project 2.2.3)

Comment #1:A letter of support for th€in Shop Pond dam removyabject was received from

the Town ofWatertown, Office of the Town Managérhe commentegxpressed support, stating

thathe fproject will not only resolve a |l ongsta
significant environmental benefits by restoring a section of Steele Brook to a free flowing river
channel and providing diadromous fish passage to both Steele Browkaandt | e sTh8 r ook . 0
commenter noted disappointment that no funding was included for the Heminway Pond Dam
Removal project and asked that it remain under consideration should funding circumstances

change.

ResponseThe Trustees thank the Town of Watertolwntheir support.

6.2.2 Comments on Old Papermill Pond Dam Removal Feasibility Study (Project 2.2.4)

Comment #1:The Ousatonic Fish and Game Organization stated that they were pleased to see
that their proposal to improve the Papermill Pond Propertyobad approved.

Response:The Trustees look forward to working with the Ousatonic Fish and Game
Organization to evaluate fish restoration at the Old Papermill Pond Dam.

6.2.3 Comments orHousatonic Watershed Habitat Continuity in Northwest Connecticut
(Project 2.2.5)

Comment #1: The State of Connecticut Department of Public Health commented that the
project has the potential to affect the public drinking water supply watersheds of numerous
public water systems with sources in the upper Housatoner Basin, and recommended that

the Housatonic Valley Association consider using these water companies as an additional
advisory source and that any culvert replacement that occurs in a public water supply watershed
be coordinated with the affected watemgany.
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Response: The Trustees noted thidite project does not fund culvert replacements, but
rather funds a study and assessment that will be utilized to prioritize culvert replacements
in order to improve fish and wildlife passage, as well as evakaiteduled culvert
replacements to ensure they adhere to Stream Crossing Guidelines. Additionally, the
Trustees assure that the appropriate water companies will be consulted by the Housatonic
Valley Association during the assessment process, and thagtieement to coordinate

with the water company for any culvert within a public water supply watershed will be
incorporated into the study report.

6.24 Comments on Tingue Dam Fish Passage (Project 2.2.6)

Comment #1:A letter of support for the Tingueddn Fish Passage project was received from a
private citizen. The commenter,asplf ocl ai med avid angler, stated
the future of the Naugatuck River. Investing in our rivers will not only benefit us but will also
beneftoursat e6s residents for generations to come.

Response:The Trustees appreciate the support expressed for this project.

Comment #2: A private citizen noted that Naugutuck River restoration has included removal of
various dams that were no longer needed aedtiqpned why the Tingue dam is not also being
removed.

Response: The Trustees noted several reasons why dam removal was determined to be
inappopriate for this site includinthe historical significance of the dam in the Town of
Seymour (currenyltheowner of the dam)Connecticut Department of Transportation
concerns that dam removal could compromise the integrity of the Route 8 footings, as
they are in very close proximity to the daamd lack of certainty regarding both the
historical location of ta river channel and the ability to find an alternate channel location
that will provide suitable habitat.

Comment #3: A private citizen commented that he has been reading about the planned fish
bypass and asked how fish will get over the downstream KiowayDam.

Response:The Trustees responded noting théish ladder was constructed at the
Kinneytown dam in 1999, allowing passage of many species including shad, river
herring, and brown trout upstream to the Tingue Dam.
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APPENDIX A. PUBLIC COMMENTSAND LETTERS
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Adamcewicz, Rohin

From: David Liedkic

Sent; Sunday, February 17,
To: Adameewicz, Robin
Subject: Comments for Hearing Regarding Fish Runs Around Dams

Dear Ms. Adamcewicz:

I am in favor of all prejects aimed at restoring the ability of anadromous and catadromous
fish to vtilize the Housatonic River and its tributaries.

The feasibility of making this happen within the Naugatuck River looks excellent, and I am
strongly in faver of these efforts.

I suppose the elephant in the room are the Derby, Stevenson and Shepaug dams on the
Housatonic River. Whereas I believe that it 1s feasible to create a successtul fish passage
facility at the Derby Dam, I fear that the height of the Stevenson and Shepaug dams is
problematic in engineering an effective fish passage facllity that would also permit
continued hydroelectric generation use of the Stevenson and Shepaug dams.

My question is ....Has the feasibility of fish passage facilities for the three dams on the
Housatonic have been seriously reviewed? I can think of no better goal than opening up the
main stem of the Housatonic as far as the Great Falls/Bulls Bridge area. It would be a
wonder to behold to see spawning runs of American shad restored as far as New Milford,
Connecticut, where an historic fishery once existed.

Thank you.

Sincerely,

_ David Liedlich
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Adamcewicz, Robin

From: Tracy Brown [TBrown@tu.org]

Sent: Wednesday, March 27, 2013 3:56 PM

To: Adamecewicz, Robin

Subject: RE: Housatonic NRD draft plan amendment comment deadline extension
Hi Robin —

Thanks for the emait regarding the NRD draft project list. They ali sounds like really good projects,

1 am wondering if you anticipate accepting additional proposals in the future. } am working on the Salmon Kill project
and since | began my work other potentiat priority projects have come to my attention, | am also developing a plan for
continuing our restoration in the headwaters of the Salmon Kill. Let me know if you anticipate having additional funds
availahle for Housatonic tributary restoration work and any associated deadlines.

Best,
Tracy

Tracy Brown | Northeastern Restoration Coardinator

TROUT UNLIMITED

- {413) 854-4100 ¢ | www.tu.org

From: Adamcewicz, Robin [malito:Robin.Adamcewicz@ct.gov]

Sent: Monday, March 11, 2013 4:27 PM

To: Adamcewicz, Robin

Cc: Jacobson, Rick; "Sperduto, Molly'; 'Ken Finkelstein - NOAA Federal'
Subject: Housatonic NRD draft plan amendment comment deadline extension
Importance: Low

Good Afternoon,

The Trustee SubCouncil for Connecticut recently released for public review and comment a Draft Amendment
to the Housatonic River Basin Final Natural Resources Restoration Plan, Environmental Assessment and
Environmental Impact Evaluation for Connecticut {the “Plan”). The Draft Amendment to the Plan presents the
Trustees Preferred Alternative to restore natural resources that were injured as a result of the release of
hazardous materials into the Housatonic River from the GE facility in Pittsfield, Massachusetts. The Preferred
Alternative includes 7 aquatic resource restoration projects.

**Please note that the original public comment period, expiring on March 11, 2013, has been extended to
March 25, 2013.** )

The Draft Amendment to the Plan is available at the CT DEEP Eastern District Headquarters, 209 Hebron Road,
Marlborough, CT 06447, and on the web at Housatonic River Basin Natural Resources Restoration Plan. The
website also includes links to the project proposals.
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Written comments may be mailed to: Robin Adamcewicz, CT DEEP Eastern District Headquarters, 209 Hebron
Road, Marlhorough, CT 06447; or emailed to robin.adamcewicz@ct.pov.

Robin Adamecewicz

Landowner Incentive Program

Wildlife Division

Connecticut Departrment of Energy and Environmental Protection
Eastern District Headquarters

208 Hebron Road

Marlborough, CT 06447

P: 860,295.9523 | F: 860.344.2941 | E: robin.adamcewicz@ct.gov

Connecticut Department of

ENERGY &
ENVIRONMENTAL
PROTECTION

www.ct. govideep

Conserving, improving and protecting our natural resources and environment;
Ensuring a clean, affordabie, reliable, and sustainable energy supply.
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Town 0F WATERTOWN CONNECTICUT
OFFICE OF THE TowN MANAGER

Town Hall Annex » 424 Main Street « Watertown, CT 06795-2200
Tel: 860.945.5255 « Fax: 860.945.4974 » www.watertownet.org

March 4, 2013

Robin Adamecewicz

CT DEEP

Eastern District Headquarters
209 Hebron Road
Marlborough, CT 06447

Subject: Draft Amendment to the Housatonic River Basin Final Natural Resources Restoration Plan
Dear Ms. Adamcewicz,

Thank you for the opportunity to review the Draft Amendment to the Housatonic River Basin Final
Natural Resources Restoration Plan, Environmental Assessment and Environmental Impact Evaluation
for Connecticut (the Restoration Plan). We recognize and appreciate the significant efforts of the
Trustees.

On behalf of the Town of Watertown, I would like to express our support for the proposed funding of the
Pin Shop Pond Dam removal project. This project will not only resolve a longstanding public safety
concern but will provide significant environmental benefits by restoring a section of Steele Brook to a
free flowing river channel and providing diadromous fish passage to both Steele Brook and Wattles
Brook. The Town has been working closely with the owners of the pond area and we look forward to
utilizing a portion of the pond area for future Steele Brook Greenway and recreational activities.

We were disappointed to see that the Draft Amendment did not include funding for the Town’s
application for the Heminway Pond Dam removal, We would request that if eircumstances change and
any additional funding opportunities arise as the Restoration Plan process moves forward that the
Heminway Pond Dam removal project remain under consideration. The removal design is currently
progressing and will be completed in the summer of 2013,

Thank you for the opportunity to provide these comments. If you have any questions or need additional
information please do not hesitate to contact either my office or Charles Berger, Town Engineer at 860-
9455240,

Sincerely, e

Charles+figon
Town Manager
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Adamcewicz, Robin

From: Bill Harrison

Sent: Saturday, February 16, 2013 $1:24 AM

To: Adamcewicz, Robin

Cc: Gephard, Steve

Subject: Draft amendment to the Housatonic NRD plan update
Hi Robin,

My name is Bill Harrison and | am a member of the Ousatonic Fish and Game organization. | was
very pleased to see that our proposal to improve the Papermill Pond property that we own has been
recommended for approval. | have been asked by the group to coordinate the efforts within OFG and
to that end, | am putting together a small group of OFG members to focus on this project. Do you
think we need to have a representative or two at the public meeting at the Kent Town Hall on
Tuesday 2/19? Also, | have already been working closely with Steve Gephard of the DEEP Inland
Fisheries Division. | know in the near future, we will have to develop a draft scope of services for an
engineering firm and a Request for Proposals (RFP) or 'invitation to bid’ for engineers to perform the
assessment. Any examples, or format we can use as a guide for these would be appreciated. I'm
looking forward to working with everyone on this.

Bill Harrison

----- Original Message -----

From: Adamcewicz, Robin': o0

To: Adamoewicz, Robin

Sent: Wednesday, February 13, 2013 3:37 PM
Subject: Draft amendment io the Housatonic NRD plan

A Draft Amendment to the Housatonic River Basin Final Natural Resources Restoration Plan, Envirenmental
Assessment and Environmental Impact Evaluation for Connecticut (the “Plan’) has been prepared and is
available for public review and comment. The Draft Amendment to the Plan presents the Trustees Preferred
Alternative to restore natural resources that were injured as a result of the release of hazardous materials into
the Housatonic River from the GE facility in Pittsfield, Massachusetts. The Preferred Alternative includes 7
aquatic resource restoration projects.

The Draft Amendment to the Plan is available at the CT DEEP Eastern District Headquarters, 209 Hebron
Road, Marlborough, CT 06447, and on the web at www.ct.gov/deep/naturalresources.

Written comments will be accepted through March 11, 2013 by mailing to: Robin Adamcewicz, CT DEEP
Tastern District Headquarters, 209 Hebron Road, Marlborough, CT 06447; or emailing to
robinadameewicz@ct.gov. Additionally, the public is invited to attend a meeting regarding the Amendment,
to be held on February 19 at 7 pm at the Town Hall in Kent.

Thank you.
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Robin Adamcewicz

Landowner Incentive Program

Wildlife Division

Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection
Eastern District Headquarters

203 Hebron Road

Marlborough, CT 06447

P:860.295.9523 | F: 860.344.2941 | E: robin.adamcewicz @ct.gov

“Connecticut Department of

ENERGY &
ENVIRONMENTAL
PROTECTION

www.ct.govidesp

Conserving, impraving and protecting our natural resources and environment;
Ensuring a clean, affordable, reliable, and sustainable energy supply.
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STATE OF CONNECTICUT

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH
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Dannel P. Malloy

Jewel Mullen, M.D., M.P.H., M.P.A. \ Governor
Commissioner 4 {&,, Nancy Wyman
i Lt. Governor
August 16, 2013
Robin Adamcewicz
Department of Energy and Environmental Protection
Wildlife Division

Eastem District Headquarters
209 Hebron Road
Marlborough, CT 06447

Re: Notice of Scoping Housatonic River Restoration—July 2013
Dear Ms. Adamcewicz:

The Department of Public Health Drinking Water Section’s Source Water Protection Unit has
reviewed the above Notice of Scoping. Please refer to the attached report for our comments.

If you have any questions ragarding these comments. please call Pat Bisacky of this office at
(860) 509-7333.

Sincerely,

x&&«:

Supervising Environmental Analyst
Drinkng Water Section

Ce: Brian Roach, Aquarion Water Company
Stephen Szalewicz, Sharon Water and Sewer
Susan Suhanovsky, Torrington Water Company
Don Carver, Waterbury Bureau of Water

]
7 \ Phone: (860) 509-7333 « Fax: (867) 509-7359 = VP: (860) 899-1611
DPH 410 Capitol Avenue, MS#5IWAT, P.O. Box 340308
Hartford, Connecticut 06134-0308
» www.ct.gov/dph
By Affirmative Action/Equel Opportunity Employer
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